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PER CURI AM

Roger Lewis Snyre pled guilty to distributing crack cocai ne.
He was sentenced to 140 nont hs i ncarceration, four years of super-
vised rel ease, and a $50 speci al assessnent. Smyre noted a tinely

appeal . Counsel has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967), stating that in his view there exist no
meritorious grounds for appeal. Snyre filed a supplenental brief
claimng that the district court erred by denying his request to
substitute his counsel due to an alleged conflict of interest and
he was deni ed the effective assistance of counsel. Snyre's cl ains

cannot be reviewed on direct appeal. United States v. DeFusco, 949

F.2d 114, 120-21 (4th Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 503 U S 997

(1992).
We have exam ned the entire record in this case i n accordance

with the requirenents of Anders, supra, and find no neritorious

| ssue for appeal. Counsel has noved to withdrawfromfurther repre-
sentation. The court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of the United
States for further review If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivo-
| ous, then counsel nay nove inthis court at that tinme for | eave to
w thdraw fromrepresentati on. Counsel's notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on the client. W therefore deny counsel's
notion to withdraw at this stage of the proceedings. W further
deny Snyre's notion to substitute his attorney. W affirm the

district court's judgnent order. We dispense with oral argunent
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because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFlI RVED



